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Forward

In response to S.B. 1828 passed by tH& Tias Legislature in Regular Session, 2003, thed State
Soil and Water Conservation Board presents thigewewf its programs and activities. S.B. 1828 added
§201.028 to the Texas Agriculture Code to provite the TSSWCB shall prepare and deliver to the
Governor, the Lieutenant Governor, and the Speaikire House of Representatives a report, not later
than January 1 and July 1 of each year, relatinbdstatus of the budget areas of responsib#isygaed
to the State Board including outreach programsytgramade and received, federal funding appliecifak
received, special projects, and oversight of swil water conservation district activities.

The FY10 Operating Budget with FY08 and FY 09 exjiemes is attached to this report. Information on
grants made to local districts and other entisascorporated within the program section it inady
Ongoing Federal grant program projects under tleaiCWater Act are provided in another attachment.

The Texas State Soil & Water Conservation Boardgakide in the accomplishments and remarkable
progress that have been made in soil and wateeogatson in this state. Often environmental sucegss
are slow to be realized. We have realized and pusly reported one success story that involvesaiadu
the level of Atrazine in several water bodies, ipatarly the Aquilla Reservoir in the Hill County-
Blackland SWCD.

However, we recognize there remains a continuiradi@hge and an ongoing need to ensure our land has
the capability to produce food and fiber for futdexans. Because of changes in land use, ownership,
technology, and population growth, the need forawi water conservation programs will remain
critical. Texas has a finite number of acres tovjgte for the needs and desires of citizens andovssi

and this places an ever-increasing demand on dtgmigbland. Farmers and ranchers face complex
decisions concerning the best ways to manage @ik uhe land available to them.

We believe that soil and water conservation programst remain dynamic as land uses change and
technology improves to make some conservation ipesctmore capable of meeting demands on soil and
water resources. We also maintain the belief thapurpose of the soil and water conservation ragr

is to promote the wise use of our renewable natesadurces and provide for the conservation and
enhancement of the soil and water resources oftate through and by the dynamic decisions ofl loca
soil and water conservation districts which prorsdtee use of each acre of land within its capadslit

and treating it according to its needs.

From the beginning, the Texas State Soil and Wabeiservation Board and local soil and water
conservation districts have formed an organizatitmmework through which various complex
governmental conservation programs are deliveréalctl landowners and operators. This relationship
has successfully been utilized to disseminate sowemrthgement techniques and practices to maintain
individual productive land uses to provide for tieeds of present and future generations.

To the landowners of Texas, the individual soil arader conservation district directors, and the ynan
agencies and organizations assisting and workitly our programs, we offer our sincere thanks.
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Historical Background

In the early history of the United States, thos@ived in agriculture often did not consider the
conservation of soil and water resources. Landalesed and put into farm production. When thel lan
quit producing at a profitable level, the farmemsrety moved on to new land farther west and stated
process over again. There was no need to be cattaiith soil conservation, as there was a seemingly
unlimited supply of virgin land waiting to be tile This process continued through the 1800s ackire
early 1900s. With the outbreak of World War I, famnin the Great Plains states were encouraged to
break out native grassland to grow wheat and dtwefstuffs to feed the nation and the world. Agsuit
of these and other unwise management practicetharfdct that the farmlands were experiencing long
periods of drought, the 1930s produced some oividret dust storms the nation had ever seen. Clotuds
dust rolled across the plains states sending tlushs through the south and into the nation’s ehpit

the same time, the nation was in the midst of atggeonomic depression. The federal government,
seeking ways to put people back to work and enggucanservation, created the Civilian Conservation
Corps and Soil Erosion Service. Through these meshies, demonstration projects were initiated tmtra
technicians and to educate the public in ways tseor/e soil resources. These programs were suatessf
in putting people back to work, but lacked the Ides to establish lasting conservation programs.

One of the early day leaders in the national etimdontrol soil erosion was Hugh Hammond Bennett
from North Carolina. After graduation from the Uarsgity of North Carolina in 1903, Hugh Bennett took
a job with the Bureau of Soils in the United Stddepartment of Agriculture. Because of his experéen
scientific knowledge and leadership ability, he \wasin charge of the Soil Erosion Service whenas
created in 1933. In 1935, P.L. (Public Law) 46 wassed creating the Soil Conservation Service mwithi
the U.S. Department of Agriculture and Hugh Benbhettame the first Chief of the agency. He soon
became internationally known for his accomplishreentconservation work.

With the help of Congressman Buchannan from Colwisnbaxas, Hugh Bennett was able to persuade
President Franklin Roosevelt that the soil resaiofehis nation were being wasted. He convinced th
President that a Model Soil Conservation Act shdidaleveloped and sent to the governors of eatdh sta
for passage by their state legislatures. The perpbshis Model Act would be to develop programghat
state and local level to control soil erosion.

In 1936, such a Model Act was sent to the governatts the endorsement of President Roosevelt. The
Model Act, developed in Washington, was patterrfezl ghe Texas Wind Erosion Act, the Grass
Conservation Acts in the Northern High Plains aedain water conservation district law.

In 1937 legislation was introduced in the Texasitlature based on this Model Act. It is reporteal ths
many as 25 different versions of this soil conskovalaw were considered before a final version was
passed. There was much heated discussion of tpeged legislation. When the final version was

Districts automatically on a county basis and ma@adanty Commissioners Courts the governing body. A
portion of the county tax was to be used to finahegprogram and county agricultural agents welgeto
the administrative officers.

A number of agricultural leaders from across tlageshad, by this time, become concerned about the
newly passed legislation. It was their opinion tlfahe responsibility for installing and maintaig
conservation measures lay in the hands of thedamgkrs, the control of such a program should aéso b
in their hands.
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As a result of these and other concerns, a grolgndbwners led by V.C. Marshall of Heidenheimer,
Texas, convinced the Governor to veto the 193latpn.

Hard feelings among agricultural leaders resultethfthe attempt to pass this soil conservation law.
Under the leadership of Mr. Marshall, a concertéorewas made during the interim between legiskati
sessions to heal the old wounds and to put togetkersion of a law that would be generally acaebie
the farmers and ranchers of Texas. Mr. Marshakoimed a committee of leaders from across the &iate
promote the passage of a new Soil Conservation Hairaveled many miles at his own expense seeking
the views of agricultural leaders and promotingitiea of the Soil Conservation District Program.

The key points Mr. Marshall felt should be includedhe new law were that (1) farmers and ranchers
should determine whether or not a Soil Conservdiistrict was needed and hold a local option ebecti
prior to the establishment of the district; (2) gregram should be controlled by landowners; andh@
Soil Conservation Districts should have no taxintharity or the power of eminent domain.

In 1939, the Texas Legislature passed H.B. (Houke2B which incorporated those features and vines t
first Soil Conservation Law for the state. The lenwated the State Soil Conservation Board and aliow
for the creation of the Soil Conservation Distridés. Marshall was elected as the first Chairmathef
Soil Conservation Board and later resigned to bectima first Executive Director of the agency.

On April 30, 1940, the Secretary of the State iddDertificates of Organization for the first 16 Soi
Conservation Districts paving the way for the pesgrwe now operate. Today, Texas has 216 local soll
and water conservation districts that encompase ftihan 99% of the state.

As previously mentioned, the Model Act endorsedPbgsident Roosevelt was in part patterned after the
Texas Wind Erosion Act. Texas was already makitengbts to address soil conservation as a result of
the “Dust Bowl” days of the 1930s. The"4legislature in 1935 passed legislation authorizirg
establishment of Wind Erosion Conservation Disstidthis law provided for the creation of distritis
“conserve the soil by prevention of unnecessargierocaused by winds, and the reclamation of lands
that have been depreciated or denuded of soildsores of winds.” Although a number of Wind Erosion
Control Districts were created, the passage oSteConservation District Law in 1939 resultedhiose
districts becoming dormant.

In 1975, Governor Dolph Briscoe, by Executive Ordisignated the TSSWCB as lead agency to
assume the planning and management responsilaitigohtrol of agricultural and silvicultural nonpoi
source pollution as required by the Federal Watduton Control Act.

In 1981, the 67 Legislature passed H.B. 1436, which for the firse codified the agricultural laws of
Texas. Title 7, Chapter 201 of this code contanesgortion pertaining to Soil and Water Conservatio

In 1985, the 69 Legislature passed S.B. 1083 creating a Brushr@idatogram in Texas and granting
new powers and responsibilities, without fundimgthe TSSWCB and Soil and Water Conservation
Districts under Chapter 203 of the Agriculture Code

In 1999, the TSSWCB received its first appropriatio the FY00-01 biennium to control water-deplgtin
brush and trees, such as cedar and mesquite. dgeapr received $9.1 million to establish a pilaiject
in the North Concho Watershed.
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In 1993, the 7% Legislature passed S.B. 503 which named the TSSWE€Rad agency to address water
quality issues relating to runoff from diffused,r@npoint sources resulting from agricultural aoestry
operations. In 1999, the Legislature expanded 88WCB’s environmental mission and appropriated
money to address water pollution from nonpoint sesirunder a separate, federally mandated program.

The leaders who framed the Texas Soil and Wates€&wation Law in 1939 recognized that landowners
and operators of private land constitute the basiource for the conservation of our renewablerahtu
resources. Without the support and willing paratipn of private landowners and operators in the
development and implementation of soil and wat@seovation programs there is little hope of success
Local soil and water conservation districts ledfidayners and ranchers who know the land and the loca
conditions and problems have the means to develogetvation plans that address each acre of land
specific to its needs to solve or reduce the sgvefiits problems.

Sunset

The Texas State Soil and Water Conservation Boasiumder Sunset review during théd2gislative
Session. Last June, the Sunset Advisory Commisaamte their decisions concerning the agency and
recommended that the agency be continued for anbthgears.

During the Regular Session, HB 1808 by Cook wasguhand signed by Governor Perry. Changes to
agency law, which become effective September 11 20& being incorporated into our law and will be
reported on as we make program changes to comfhytie law.

Organization

Since inception, the TSSWCB has been governedveybibard members, elected by delegates from each
of five regions of the state’s 216 local soil anater conservation districts. Elections occur angusl
regional conventions of the local soil and watersayvation districts, with members serving two-year
staggered terms. However, with the enactment of 8888 by the 78 Legislature, two Governor
appointees join the five elected board membersdate a seven-member board. The two Governor
appointed positions are listed below. The termrad member appointed by the Governor expires
February 1 of each odd-numbered year, and thedéthe other member appointed by the Governor
expires on February 1 of each even-numbered year.

Elected State Board members must be 18 years ajragder; hold title to farmland or ranchland; drel
actively engaged in farming or ranching. The Goweappointees must be actively engaged in the
business of farming, animal husbandry, or othemmss related to agriculture and wholly or partiyns
or leases land used in connection with that busireesd may not be a member of the board of diredbr
a conservation district.

The State Board elects its own Chair and genenadlgts every odd month, unless specific programs or
issues require more immediate action. The followisigshows the current Board members and which
State Board Region they represent.
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Texas State Soil and Water Conservation Board

Member Name Region Term Residence
Scott Buckles #1 May 3, 2011 — May 7, 2013 Stratford
Marty H. Graham #2 May 4, 2010 - May Q12 Rocksprings
José O. Dodier, Jr. #3 May 3, 2011 — Mag0/,3 Zapata

Jerry D. Nichols #4 May 4, 2010 — May 1, 201 Nacogdoches
Barry Mahler #5 May 3, 2011 a7, 2013 lowa Park
Larry D. Jacobs Appointed February 1, 2010- February 1, 2012 Montgomery
Joe L. Ward Appointed February 1, 2011- February 1, 2013 Telephon
Staff

Mr. Rex Isom has been the Executive Director siraoeuary 2004 and continues to carry out the
directives of the State Board and directing stitires. We emphasize our agency philosophy asdiate
our Strategic Plan, “The State Soil and Water Cavagimn Board will act in accordance with the highe
standards of ethics, accountability, efficiencyd apenness. We affirm that the conservation of our
natural resources is both a public and a privatefite and we approach our activities with a despss
of purpose and responsibility.” Mr. Isom, as Ex@eaiDirector, is leading the agency in that direwti
and expects all employees to follow that lead.

As of June 1, 2011, the TSSWCB employed 71 staffyfavhich work in the Temple headquarters. The
remaining employees are field staff, either working of their homes or located in seven satellifees,
located throughout the state. Due to difficultyéeruiting, engineers services are now being coteda
with engineering firms. The following organizatiohart shows the agency’s current structure.

The current structure of the TSSWCB reflects efféotmaintain more personnel in the field and away
from headquarters for a 65% to 35% ratio of Fieddspnnel to Headquarters personnel. The regional
office staff along with the program specific stafbvides on-site technical assistance to farmeds an
ranchers. The field staff serves as a liaison betwthe TSSWCB and local districts. The field stddgb
provides assistance to local districts and disémployees concerning operations, programs, and
activities. The regional office staff and the pragrspecific staff coordinate with the Texas Comiarss

on Environmental Quality (TCEQ), Texas AgriLife Ersion Service, and the USDA’s Natural Resource
Conservation Service (NRCS) to provide technicaiségnce to landowners to implement Water Quality
Management Plans (WQMPs).
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State Soil and Water Conservation Board

Vice-Chairman Chairman
Scott Marty H. José Barry Jerry D. Joe Larry D.
Buckles Graham Dodier, Jr. Mahler Nichols Ward Jacobs
Executive Director
i Rex Isom 5
E Administrative Coordinator - H
: Vicki Davis H
Executive Assistant - Edna Etheredge R
Headquarters Office Field Services

Statewide Program Support

ide Resource M

Statewide Programs Officer - John Foster
Flood Control Programs

FC Programs Coordinator -Lee Munz

FC Specialist - Ben Bowers

FC Specialist - Jared Bowen

Source P
NPS Project Manager - Pam Casebol
NPS Project Manager - Loren Warrick
NPS Project Manager - Mitchell Conine
NPS Project Manager - Ashley Alexander
NPS Project Manager - Jana Baker

hed Planning C
W hed Coordil

Brian Koch (Wharton)
Programs QA Officer - Donna Long
Programs Engineer - Richard Egg
DB Administrator - David Reeves
Public Affairs Specialist - Vacant

- Aaron Wendt

Fiscal Officer -
Information Officer - Clay Wright
Accountant - Anita Mungia
Accountant - Karen Preece
Accountant - Pam Manuel

Fiscal Services - Amy Devereaux
Contract Specialist - Yolanda Brown
Admin. Asst. - Kyra Sumerford

Kenny Zajicek

Local/Statewide Program Support/Services

Special Projects Human Water S"P'ghzc"e"a“‘e"‘e“t SWCD Field Representatives
. n Resources
Spec. Proj. Coordinator - N n n Areal
Mel Davis HR Coordipamr - e i JSO;;]en:r:;sOCS&:Tdma(or - Field Representative - Bob Gruner
Program 3;;?;:-:‘"5( - Dawn Heitman Program Spec. - Field Representative - Jack Foote
Information Specialist - Program sTﬂy_Wood Areall . X
Clyde Gottschalk 9 MF oo Grot Field Representative - Kendria Ray
SIEREIEES Field Representative - Ben Wilde
Contract Specialist-
N ffai Kimberly York Arealll
Fiscal Affairs Field Adrian Perez

Regional Office Coordinator
Steve Jones
Dublin

Field Representative - Tony Franklin

ArealV
Field Representative - Trey Watson
Field Representative - Joel Clark

AreaV
Field Representative Coordinator -
on Brandenberger
Field Representative - Charlie Upchurch

Poultry Water Quality
Management Plan Office
Program Supervisor -
Mark Cochran
Natural Resources Spec-
Jeremy Welch
Natural Resources Spec -
Vacant
Admin. Assist. - Marilyn King
Center Office - Julie David
Centerville Office- Teresa Reese
Gonzales Office- Dawna Winkler

Wharton Regional Office

Program Supervisor -
Lawrence Brown, Jr.
Engineer - Contracted Service
Natural Resources Specialist -
Jeff Cerny
Watershed Coordinator -
Brian Koch
Engineering Tech -
Kirk House
Admin. Assist. - Carrie Sanford

Mt Pleasant Regional Office
Program Supervisor -

Hale Center Regional Office
Program Supervisor -

Harlingen Regional Office

Carl Steffey Judy Albus Program Supervisor -
Engineer - Max Berr) Engineer - Contracted Service Vacant
Natural Specialist - Natural R i - - Contracted Service
Andy Kuklish Glenn Baker Natural Resources Specialist -
Engineering Tech - Engineering Tech - Ricardo Chapa
Cindy Ramirez Mark Cuba Planner - Ronnie Ramirez
Admin. Assist. - Beverly Krause Engineering Tech - Engineering Tech -

Ryan Robertson
Admin. Assist. -

Fidencio Mesa
Admin. Assist. - Ruby Garcia

Dublin Regional Office

Engineer - Contracted Service
Natural Resources Specialist -
Todd Oneth
Natural Resources Specialist -
Chris Couch
Engineering Tech -
Gary Bearden
Admin, Assist. - Trecia Perales

Mary Alice Garza

Figure 1. Diagram of Agency Organization
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Soil and Water Conservation Districts

The TSSWCB performs many of its activities in caooadion with the state’s 216 local soil and water
conservation districts. These local districts avktipal subdivisions of the state, establisheatigh local
option elections of agricultural landowners. Didsigenerally reflect county boundaries, but mayp al
follow river basin or watershed boundaries, depegain the desires of the local landowners.

The following soil and water conservation distritap shows the current 216 local districts that ctve
entire state. The map also shows the groupingeodlistricts into the five State Board Districtsttha
respectively elect a State Board member and shosvBald staff that is assigned to work with each

district within a specific area.
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Landowners within these local districts elect tive fistrict directors that comprise the districts
governing body or board of directors. This boardioéctors administers the programs and activiies
the district. Representatives of the districts witkach region then elect the members of the Stated
through a series of convention style-elections.

Districts do not have taxing authority and relylocally generated funds from various activities and
programs, federal assistance, county assistandestate assistance from the TSSWCB. The USDA
Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) pesvidost of the federal assistance available to
districts and through cooperative agreements pesvidchnical assistance to farmers and ranchers
requesting assistance from the district.

Annual State Meeting Of Soil and Water ConservatiorDistrict Directors

The Annual State Meeting of Soil and Water CongeyueDistrict Directors, required in §201.081, Texa
Agriculture Code, is scheduled for October 24-28, 2in San Antonio at the Hill Country Hyatt
Regency. The 2012 Annual State Meeting is scheddolethe Lost Pines Hyatt Regency in Bastrop on
October 29-31. Registration information will go auituly 2011 for the meeting in San Antonio.

Director Mileage and Per Diem

The 8f' Legislature provided an additional $134,510 pearye offset costs for the increase in the
reimbursement rate for District Director Mileagainis from 18 cents to the current state rate ofagié.
The FY 2011 appropriation for this program is $4534.

District Technical Assistance Funds

The 8f' Legislature provided Districts with a 5% across bimard increase in Technical Assistance Funds
and additional targeted assistance for Total Maxmiaily Loads and Watershed Protection Plans. The
TSSWCB disburses Technical Assistance paymentsstoids on a reimbursing basis to supplement
their efforts in providing assistance to agricudlysroducers in the state. Distributions are cq@in

upon Districts filing annual performance reportstvthe TSSWCB. The FY 2011 appropriation for this
program is $1,778,154.

District Conservation Assistance Program

The 8f' Legislature provided Conservation Assistance GremDistricts for the 2010-11 Biennium. The
grants are awarded on a matching basis requirisffi€ts to raise funds from sources other than the
TSSWCB. Districts do not have taxing authoritg arse locally raised funds with this matching grant
support their operational expenses. The FY 20ptagpiation for this program is $916,364.

Programs and Activities of the TSSWCB

The services and programs provided by the TSSWEBoaused on rural Texas farmers and ranchers,
but the results of these services benefit all Texkor example, many of the flood control strucure
maintained by SWCDs serve to protect heavily paedlareas from flood damage, and also prevent
sediment from building up in drinking water supplidnother example is the use of best management

TEXAS STATE SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION BOARD 11
JuLy 1,2011- SEMIANNUAL REPORT




practices (BMPs), implemented through TSSWCB-aedifvater quality management plans (WQMPSs),
to prevent pesticides, nutrients, bacteria andrqibButants from impairing the use of Texas stream
rivers, lakes, and estuaries.

The agency is responsible for numerous naturauresaonservation efforts, the most prominent of
which is serving as the lead state agency resplerfsibplanning, implementing and managing programs
and practices for preventing and abating agricaltand silvicultural (forestry-related) nonpoinusce
(NPS) water pollution. To fulfill this mandate, tagency jointly administers thieexas Nonpoint Source
Management Programwith the Texas Commission on Environmental QUMZEQ). As a result, many

of the agency’s programs and services, and more48%o of the agency’s annual budget, aim to improve
and protect water quality, including the Water @ydaflanagement Plan Program, the Nonpoint Source
Grant Program, the Total Maximum Daily Load Programd the Watershed Protection Plan Program.
Additionally, the TSSWCB is a member of the Coa&tabrdination Council and the Texas Groundwater
Protection Committee.

The TSSWCB is also responsible for programs affigolvater quantity. The major existing program is
the Water Supply Enhancement Program which seekeitease water supply through the targeted
control of water-depleting brush. Additionally, nyalBMPs implemented by farmers and ranchers as
prescribed in their WQMP have ancillary water cowagon benefits — increasing irrigation efficiency
and reducing water demand. The TSSWCB is also albreeotf the Water Conservation Advisory
Council.

Other responsibilities include prevention of sedseon, control of floods, maintaining the navidabpiof
waterways, the preservation of wildlife, protectmfrpublic lands, and providing information to
landowners regarding the jurisdictions of the TS®AHDd the TCEQ as related to NPS water pollution.

Flood Control Programs

Nearly 2,000 floodwater retarding structures, andahave been built over the last 60 years witién t
State of Texas. The primary purpose of the strestig to protect lives and property by reducing the
velocity of floodwaters, and thereby releasing #oat a safer rate. These are earthen dams thabaxis
private property, and were designed and construnyetie United States Department of Agriculture -
Natural Resources Conservation Service (USDA-NRTBgy were built with the understanding that the
private property owner would provide the land, fibderal government would provide the technical
design expertise and the funding to construct trerd,then units of local government would be
responsible for maintaining them into the future.

Local sponsors of the dams were required befoeglarél project was begun. Local sponsors signed a
watershed agreement which outlined the duties asplnsibilities of the federal and local sponsiors.
general, local sponsors are required to obtaineaorce easements, conduct operation and maintenanc
(O&M) inspections, maintain the structures, andlempent land treatment measures in the watershed.
Soil and water conservation districts (SWCD) are ofhthe local sponsors in all watershed projects.
Other local sponsors include counties, cities,\Atader Control and Improvement Districts (WCIDSs).

Due to the passage of time and difficulty in ragsadequate funds locally, many sponsors approatieed
Texas Legislature with their concerns over the amofineeded O&M and repairs. In recognition that
these dams will continue to serve as a criticalgmtion for our state's infrastructure, privategady, and
lives, the Legislature appropriated $15 millionldrd to the Texas State Soil and Water Conservation
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Board (TSSWCB) for grants to local SWCDs during 20&80-2011 biennium for O&M and structural
repairs.

In response to this appropriation, the TSSWCB abssira representative stakeholder group and began
the process of developing programs to deliver timel$ to the sponsors of flood control dams durieg t
summer of 2009. It was determined that the mdstiert and effective way to proceed was to develop
two separate grant programs, one to address O&Mihanother to address structural repairs, dubdio t
difference in complexity.

The O&M Grant Program is a reimbursable grant pogfor local SWCDs and certain co-sponsors of
flood control dams. This program reimburses SWGD% of the cost of an eligible O&M activity as
defined by the program rules; the remaining 10%trhagaid with non-state funding. Rules for the
O&M Grant Program were developed by the TSSWCH siad a representative stakeholder group
during the summer of 2009. The rules were adopyethe State Board on September 17, 2009, and
published in the Texas Register on October 9, 200 rules became effective October 14, 2009 had t
program is now fully operational.

Below in Table 1 is a summary of the Flood Con®&lM Grant Program for FY 2010 and FY 2011 as
of 6/20/2011.

Table 1 Flood Control O&M Grant Program Budget

FY 10 Contracted $555,129.14 FY 11 Allocation $2,408.85
Original O&M Original Admin Original O&M Original AImin
$528,652.54 $26,476.60 $2,354,635.88 $117,372.97
Spent O&M Spent Admin Spent O&M Spent Admin
$450,086.71 $21,029.06 $1,440,906.07 $71,438.68
Remaining O&M Remaining Admin Remaining O&M RemaigiAdmin
$79,970.77 $3,998.49 $913,729.81 $45,934.29
Total FY 10 Contract Remaining Total FY11 Remaining
$83,969.26 $959,664.10

Rules for the Structural Repair Grant Program veel@pted by the State Board on March 18, 2010, and
became effective April 25, 2010. On May 4, 20idiretts and sponsors were notified that the TSSWCB
was seeking applications for structural repairgetg on flood control dams for FY 2010 in accor@anc
with Texas Administrative Code, Chapter 529, SuptéraB. Seventeen applications were received
covering thirty-nine dams. A total of 18 flood ¢t dams will receive state grant funding from

FY2010. Of the 18 dams, 5 are also receiving fagdhrough the USDA-NRCS Emergency Watershed
Protection (EWP) Program for disaster recovery;RBEWCB is providing 95% of the non-federal match
requirement (25%) for these dams. The remainindélfds are receiving state grant funds providing 95%
of the total cost of each project. In total, $39T71 of FY 2010 state repair grant funds have been
obligated.

On September 30, 2010 districts and sponsors veifeed that the TSSWCB is seeking applications for
structural repair projects on flood control damsk¥ 2011 in accordance with Texas Administrative
Code, Chapter 529, Subchapter B. The TSSWCB redd¢an applications on sixteen dams for structural
repair projects. TSSWCB staff is finalizing deorss on applications submitted for FY2011 grant
funding and will be contacting potential grantaeshie near future.
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Texas Nonpoint Source Management Program

The federal Clean Water Act (CWA) requires Stateddvelop a program to protect the quality of water
resources from the adverse effects of NPS watdutpwil. TheTexas NPS Management Progrétrihe
State’s official roadmap for addressing NPS padlotand is jointly administered by the TSSWCB aral th
TCEQ. The program publication is updated every jigars. The most recent revision was submitted to
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) iy Governor in December 2005. After discussions
among TCEQ, TSSWCB, and EPA staff about the cutremline for updating th&exas NPS
Management Progrardocument by December 2010, it was decided thak&nsion would be necessary
to incorporate new programmatic initiatives andueesn adequate public review process. On August 16
2010, EPA approved extending the applicabilityhef currenfTexas NPS Management Program
document through July 2012.

TheTexas NPS Management Prograifilizes baseline water quality management progrand
regulatory, voluntary, financial, and technicalissice approaches to achieve a balanced progre®. N
pollution is managed through assessment, planimgementation, and education. The TSSWCB and
the TCEQ have established goals and objectiveguioling and tracking the progress of NPS
management in Texas.

On March 1, 2011, TSSWCB distributed @10 Annual Report on Managing NPS Water Polluiion
Texasto all SWCDs; the report is jointly published InetTSSWCB and the TCEQ. In order to continue
receiving CWA 8319(h) funds, the State must anguaibort to EPA on success in achieving the goals
and objectives of th€exas NPS Management Prograhime report highlights the State's efforts during
FY2010 to collect data, assess water quality, implat projects that reduce or prevent NPS pollution,
and educate and involve the public to improve aathtain the quality of water resources. The resort
available ahttp://www.tsswcb.state.tx.us/reports#nps

Implementation of th&exas NPS Management Programolves partnerships among many
organizations. With the extent and variety of NBSues across Texas, cooperation across political
boundaries is essential. Many local, regionalestand federal agencies play an integral part inagiag
NPS pollution, especially at the watershed leve&l.CPs are vital partners in working with landowntrs
implement BMPs that prevent and abate agricultamdl silvicultural NPS water pollution.

Multiple water quality programs administered by /matoordinated through TSSWCB collectively
represent the agency’s efforts in supporting tredsggand objectives of theexas NPS Management
Programincluding:

* Nonpoint Source Grant Program

* Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Program

* Watershed Protection Plan (WPP) Program

» Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) Program

» Coastal Coordination Council Function

» Texas Groundwater Protection Committee Function

More information on th&exas NPS Management Progréravailable at
http://www.tsswcb.state.tx.us/managementprogram
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Nonpoint Source Grant Program

The NPS Grant Program is administered by the TSSWCBie purpose of providing funding as grants
to cooperating entities for activities that addrssgoals and objectives stated in Tlexas NPS
Management ProgranThe Texas Legislature and the U.S. Congressugtrehe EPA) provide funding
to the TSSWCB to administer the agricultural amdailtural components of th€exas NPS
Management Prograrthrough the TSSWCB NPS Grant Program.

Agricultural and silvicultural NPS pollution previgan and abatement activities that can be funding
through the NPS Grant Program include the followingplementation of nine-element WPPs and the
NPS portion of Total TMDL Implementation Plans (&R), surface water quality monitoring,
demonstration of innovative best management pe(BMPS), technical assistance and financial
incentives for the development and implementatiow/@MPs, public outreach/education, development
of nine-element WPPs, and monitoring activitieg@termine the effectiveness of specific pollution
prevention methods.

On February 15-16, 2011, TSSWCB staff met with B8l TCEQ staff for the annual end-of-year
review of theTexas NPS Management Programd the NPS Grant Program. Many priority issues
affecting both state agencies were discussed itwtx@lay meeting including watershed restoration,
targeted monitoring, and WPPs. Both agencies ds&clisn-going efforts to develop and implement
WPPs and TMDLs, and the status of educational pt®jdhe group discussed coordination of water
quality restoration activities with other state daderal agencies, progress in revisingThgas NPS
Management Progrardocument, and the new watershed action planniogegss being developed by
TCEQ. The meeting also highlighted the programatlishments, goals, and plans for the coming
year.

More information on the TSSWCB NPS Grant Programwviilable at
http://www.tsswcb.state.tx.us/managementprogranvbeactive

Clean Water Act §319(h) Grant Funding

Congress enacted 8319(h) of the CWA in 1987, astaby a national program to control NPS water
pollution. Through 8319(h), federal funds are pded annually through the EPA to States for the
implementation of each State’s NPS Management Bnogfexas’ share of the 8319(h) funding is
divided equally between the TCEQ and the TSSWCRer@he past several years, the State’s allocation
has been approximately $9 million per year.

TSSWCB is currently administering $14.3 millionunliquidated federal funds from FY2005-FY2010
CWA 8319(h) allocations. There are currently 48ang 8319(h) grant-funded projects addressing a
wide array of agricultural and silvicultural NPSues; a list and brief description of ongoing prtges
provided in Attachment 2. Specific project actegiinclude implementing BMPs to abate NPS pollution
from animal feeding operations, grazing livestopkmtions and row crop operations; providing tecéini
assistance through SWCDs for the development of W@Nbroviding financial incentives for
implementing certain BMPs prescribed in WQMPs; surppg various targeted educational programs;
developing and implementing WPPs and implementieg\PS portion of TMDL I-Plans.

Quarterly progress reports for ongoing projectseweceived on January 15, 2011 and April 15, 20d1.
date, reports have been received for 100% of tbegts. These reports are entered semi-annuatly int
EPA'’s Grants Reporting and Tracking System.
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TSSWCB published the FY2011 Request for Propo&d#] for the NPS Grant Program on October 8,
2010. The RFP was published in thexas Registeposted on the TSSWCB website, and all SWCDs andg
cooperating entities were notified of this fundmgportunity. The deadline for proposal submissi@s w
November 19, 2010. TSSWCB received 26 proposalsesting a total of $10,877,077 in federal funds.
TSSWCB’s FY2010 CWA 8319(h) allocation from EPA$#,578,700. TSSWCB staff is working with
EPA to negotiate scopes of work and budgets fopgmals that were selected for funding. The fulhgra
application must be submitted to EPA in summer 20t teview and approval.

State General Revenue Grant Funding

The 80" Texas Legislature appropriated general revenugsftmthe TSSWCB for the purpose of
planning, implementing, and managing programs aadtiges for preventing and abating agricultural an
silvicultural NPS water pollution in impaired wasbeds; the $iTexas Legislature renewed this
appropriation. On September 17, 2009, the TSSWQBoapd a revised SSWCB Policy on TMDLs and
Watershed Planning, Assessment, and Implementagtwitieswhich provides guidance to staff on
directing state appropriations for the NPS GraongPam. The TSSWCB has approved operating budgets
for FY2009, FY2010, and FY2011 that allocated altof $3.79 million in state general revenue to the
NPS Grant Program.

TSSWCB is currently administering $2.7 million inliguidated state funds from FY2009-FY2011 State
NPS Grant Program allocations. There are currdrtlgngoing general revenue-funded projects
addressing an array of agricultural and silvicldtiNPS issues; a list and brief description of ongo
projects is provided in Attachment 3.These projecesprimarily being used to implement agricultural
NPS components of TMDL I-Plans; conduct recrealiosa attainability analyses (RUAAS); support
increased analytical infrastructure at public baatesource tracking (BST) laboratories; demonstrat
innovative BMPs on animal feeding operations aratigig lands; and collect and analyze water quality
data for watersheds with impaired waterbodies.

Quarterly progress reports for ongoing projectseweceived on March 15, 2011 and June 15, 2011. To
date, reports have been received for 100% of thegqts.

Total Maximum Daily Load Program

The CWA requires Texas to identify lakes, rivetsgams, and estuaries failing to meet or not exgokitt
meet water quality standards and not supporting tlesignated uses (swimming, drinking, aquate, lif
etc.). This list of impaired waterbodies is knovatlaeTexas 303(d) Listnd must be submitted to the
EPA for review and approval every two years. PB88 Texas Water Quality Inventory and 303(d) List
was approved by EPA on July 9, 2008. P0€8 Listidentifies over 830 impairments (waterbody-
pollutant combinations). On August 25, 2010, thee@QCapproved th2010 Texas Integrated Report for
CWA 88305(b) and 303(d)r submission to EPA. EPA must now take actioapprove or disapprove
the2010 Texas 303(d) List of Impaired Waters

The State must then establish a Total Maximum Daolgd (TMDL) for certain waterbodies identified on
the303(d) List A TMDL defines the maximum amount of a polluttmat a waterbody can assimilate on
a daily basis and still meet water quality standaiidhe pollution reduction goal set by the TMDL is
necessary to restore attainment of the designatedfuhe impaired waterbody. The TMDL allocates
pollutant loads between point sources and nonoiatces. It also takes into account a margin atgaf
which reflects uncertainty and future growth.
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Based on the environmental target of the TMDL,raplementation Plan (I-Plan) is then developed that
prescribes the measures necessary to mitigateogoienic (human-caused) sources of that pollutant i
that waterbody. The I-Plan specifies limits forrgagource dischargers and recommends BMPs for
nonpoint sources. It also lays out a schedulenipmiementation. Together, the TMDL and the I-Plan
serve as the mechanism to reduce the pollutaribresthe full use of the waterbody and removeairfr
the303(d) List EPA must approve the TMDL, but the I-Plan onlguiees State approval.

TSSWCB shares responsibility with the TCEQ for degelopment and implementation of TMDLs. On
September 27, 2006, at a joint meeting, the TSS\&@Bthe TCEQ renewed this partnership and
approved a reviselemorandum of Agreement on Total Maximum Daily lspadplementation Plans,
and Watershed Protection Plankhis framework for collaboration between the @gencies describes
the programmatic mechanisms employed to developrapigment TMDLs and I-Plans.

TSSWCB is engaged in implementation activities thagtport approved I-Plans addressing agricultural o
silvicultural NPS load reductions described in addprMDLs; collaborating with stakeholders on the
development of I-Plans for adopted TMDLs that conggricultural or silvicultural NPS load reductgn
and, actively engaged in the development of TMDOdrsAaterbodies impaired due to known or suspected
agricultural or silvicultural NPS pollution.

TSSWCB funded activities are mitigating bacterteazine, dissolved oxygen, phosphorus and salinity
impairments through TMDLs and I-Plans. Specificavaheds where TSSWCB efforts to restore water
guality are channeled through TMDL development iamglementation are discussed in iMatershed
Approach to Water Quality Planning and Implememtasection of this Report and shown on Figure 3.
In order to abate agricultural and silvicultural $ipollution, TMDLs and I-Plans will implement
components of other TSSWCB Programs, such as ther\@aality Management Plan Program or the
Water Supply Enhancement Program. Additionally, iIB&WCB CWA 8319(h) NPS Grant Program and
the State General Revenue NPS Grant Program frégsenve as funding sources to implement the
agricultural and silvicultural NPS components éflans. These programs are described in detaihier ot
sections of this Report.

More information on the TSSWCB TMDL Program is dahbie athttp://www.tsswcb.state.tx.us/tmdl
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ID Watershed ‘
1/Adams & Cow Bayous County
2/|Aquilla Reservoir \/ —
—~ SRM PRIORITY M
4 |Atascosa River N — TMDL
5 Attoyac Bayou ‘
6 Bastrop Bayou ‘ ] W WPP
2 bia Cymress Grask 2 b ATERSHEDS
8 Brady Creek l ~ Both
9 |Buck Creek ‘ .
10 | Buffalo & Whiteoak Bayous Neither
11|Caddo Lake )

12 |Carters & Burton Creeks |
13|Cedar Bayou | L
14 Cedar Creek Reservoir

15|Clear Creek o L
16 Concho River }
17 |Copano Bay, Mission & Aransas Rivers

18 Cypress Creek
19 |Dickinson Bayou

N
3
N E
S
D | Watershed D | Watershed
20 |Double Bayou 35 Lower Nueces River
21|EV. Spence Reservoir 36 Lower San Antonio River
22 |Eagle Mountain Reservoir 37 Mid Pecan Bayou
23 |Bm & Sandies Creeks 38 |North Bosque River ‘
24 Geronimo Creek 39 Onion & Barton Creeks
25 |Gilleland Creek 40 |Oso Bay & Creek
26 |Hickory Creek 41 Paso del Norte
27 |Lake Granbury 42 Peach Creek
28 Lake Granger 43 Pecos River
29 Lake Houston 44 Plum Creek
30 Lake O' the Pines 45|San Bernard River
31 Lampasas River 46 South & North Llano River
32|Leon River 47 |Upper Cibolo Creek
33 |Leona River 48 |Upper Guadalupe River
34 |Little Brazos River Tributaries 49 |Upper Oyster Creek June 20. 2011 Miles

Figure 3— TSSWCB Efforts to Restore Water Quality
Recreational Use Attainability Analyses

According to the2008Texas Water Quality Inventory and 303(d) L35 waterbodies are impaired
because they do not meet surface water qualitylatds for bacteria established to protect contact
recreation use (in freshwater or saltwater) anoyster water use. The magnitude of bacteria impaitsh
in Texas is evident when compared to all othersygfevater quality impairments. These bacteria
impairments represent over 48% of all impairmemtsh@303(d) List

Critical to solving the breadth of bacteria impa@mis statewide is ensuring that the water quality
standards designed to protect recreation use are@mte and credible. On June 30, 2010, the TCEQ
adopted major revisions to the Texas Surface Waiity Standards, including significant
modifications to contact recreation use and assatidacteria criteria. The Commission adopted
expanding the categories of recreation use toemate options and differentiating the bacteriteda

to protect those uses, specifically by creatingua-tier approach including primary contact recaat
secondary contact recreation 1, secondary corgatation 2, and noncontact recreation; previously,
there were only two options. The adopted Standaste published in th&€exas Registeand became
effective as a State rule on July 22, 2010. TCEH@stied the revised Standards to EPA on August 4,
2010; EPA must now take action to approve thesaggmto the Standards in accordance with the federg
CWA.
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In order to change the presumed level of recreatsenof a waterbody (i.e., primary contact recoggtto
any of the other 3 tiers and the associated baateiterion, a recreational use attainability asily
(RUAA) must be completed for each waterbody and@ma by TCEQ and subsequently EPA.

The purpose of an RUAA is to ascertain the actealegation occurring on a waterbody, establish or
verify a presumed use, and, if necessary, assigara appropriate use. During an RUAA information is
collected on water recreation activities, streamwftype, and stream depth; additionally, intervidresn
users who are present during surveys and thoséidamith the waterbody may be conducted and a
review of historical information may be completéddhe results of the RUAA indicate that a diffeten
more appropriate use is warranted, the resultiaggé in the associated bacteria criterion may tresul
the waterbody no longer being identified on 8@3(d) Listas impaired, thus negating the need to adopt a|
TMDL.

The TCEQ is in the process of conducting RUAAs verd. 10 waterbodies across the state; TSSWCB is
taking the lead on conducting RUAAs on another APanbodies. Prior to conducting the surveys, local
stakeholders will be contacted to seek input o g@agoject’s monitoring plan. TCEQ is coordinating
communication with SWCDs through the TSSWCB. After RUAAs are conducted, TCEQ will

evaluate the information and again consult witkeftalders regarding potential site-specific rewisito

the surface water quality standards for each watbrb

Because adopted changes to the surface watengstalitdards affecting recreation use tiers andebact
criteria must first be approved by EPA, any chartigespecific waterbodies as a result of these RUAAs
will not likely be reflected until at least ti2914 303(d) Lists published in April 2014.

Specific watersheds where TSSWCB is funding RUAAsdiscussed in thé/atershed Approach to
Water Quality Planning and Implementatisection of this Report and shown in Figure #3.

More information on RUAAS being conducted statewglavailable at
http://www.tceq.state.tx.us/permitting/water quaiitq assessment/standards/ruaas/index
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Watershed Protection Plan Program

Watershed Protection Plans (WPPs) are locally-drimechanisms for voluntarily addressing complex
water quality problems that cross multiple jurisidins. WPPs are coordinated frameworks for
implementing prioritized water quality protectiondarestoration strategies driven by environmental
objectives. Through the watershed planning proCcESSWCB encourages stakeholders to holistically
address all the sources and causes of impairmedttheeats to both surface and ground water ressurc
within a watershed.

WPPs serve as tools to better leverage the resoafdecal governments, state and federal agenares,
non-governmental organizations. WPPs integrat@iies and prioritize implementation projects based
upon technical merit and benefits to the commuitgmote a unified approach to seeking funding for
implementation, and create a coordinated publication program. Developed and implemented through
diverse, well integrated partnerships, a WPP asgheelong-term health of the watershed with sohsti

that are socially acceptable and economically eaidtich achieve environmental goals for water
resources. Adaptive management is used to modfyMRP based on an on-going science-based proces
that incorporates new knowledge into decision-mgkin

EPA requires certain expenditures through CWA 8BJL§(ants to be in accordance with a WPP.
TSSWCB provides technical and financial assistdaodecal stakeholder groups to develop and
implement WPPs to address significant agricultarailvicultural NPS issues. Additionally, TSSWCB
staff provides technical assistance in developirigP&/which are funded and facilitated by other iestit
such as the TCEQ.

Partnerships with the Texas AgriLife Extension $&¥ythe Texas Water Resources Institute and the
TCEQ have resulted in the development of trainiragpams for local stakeholder groups and watershed
coordinators. The Texas Watershed Steward Prodngp/(tws.tamu.edy/supports the development and
implementation of WPPs by promoting a sustainabbagtive approach to managing water quality at the
local level by empowering individuals to take leesd@p roles in the management of water resourdes. T
Texas Watershed Planning Short Coulg(//watershedplanning.tamu.efidélivers training to
watershed coordinators and water resource profeasico ensure WPPs are adequately planned,
coordinated, implemented, and results properlyssesktand reported. In order to build upon the
fundamental knowledge conveyed through the Shoutr€&) the State hosts Watershed Coordinator
Roundtableshttp://watershedplanning.tamu.edu/developing/gud&nundtablesemi-annually to
continue dialogue between watershed coordinatoosder to facilitate interactive solutions to connmo
issues being faced statewide.

On September 27, 2006, at a joint meeting, the TSBWANd the TCEQ approved a revised
Memorandum of Agreement on Total Maximum Daily lspddplementation Plans, and Watershed
Protection PlansThis framework for collaboration between the @gencies describes the programmatic
mechanisms employed to develop and implement WPPs.

WPPs currently sponsored by TSSWCB have signifiagntultural or silvicultural NPS pollution
components and are all funded through CWA 8319¢$ Grants. While WPPs sponsored by TCEQ
have significant water quality issues related tuanrNPS pollution or wastewater treatment, most, to
varying degrees, have agricultural or silvicultudS pollution components as well. There are sévera
other watershed planning efforts across the sthtehnare funded and sponsored by entities and &ggenc
other than the TSSWCB or the TCEQ.
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Specific watersheds, where TSSWCB efforts to resiater quality are channeled through WPP
development and implementation, are discusseceiiMditershed Approach to Water Quality Planning
and Implementatiosection of this Report and shown in Figure 3.

In order to abate agricultural and silvicultural 8!pollution, WPPs will implement components of othe
TSSWCB Programs, such as the Water Quality ManageRian Program or the Water Supply
Enhancement Program. Additionally, the TSSWCB CVWBA%h) NPS Grant Program and the State
General Revenue NPS Grant Program serve as fusdurges to implement the agricultural and
silvicultural NPS components of WPPs. These prograra described in detail in other sections of this
Report.

More information on the TSSWCB WPP Program is amd athttp://www.tsswcb.state.tx.us/wpp

Water Quality Management Plan Program

In 1993, the Texas Legislature passed Senate @litbat directed the TSSWCB to implement Water
Quality Management Plans (WQMPSs) in Texas. Theegbas implemented more than 6000 WQMPs
since the inception of the program.

The WQMP Program is administered from five Regidb#ices around the state. A poultry WQMP
office was opened in Nacogdoches in January 2008 Regional Offices are:

Dublin Regional Office

Hale Center Regional Office

Harlingen Regional Office

Mount Pleasant Regional Office
Wharton Regional Office

Poultry Program Office (Nacogdoches)

A WQMP is a site-specific conservation plan develbthrough (and approved by) SWCDs for
agricultural or silvicultural lands. The plan indks appropriate land treatment practices, productio
practices, management measures, technologies dricgations thereof. The purpose of WQMPs is to
achieve a level of pollution prevention or abatetrtitermined by the TSSWCB, in consultation with
local soil and water conservation districts thatassistent with state water quality standards.

The TSSWCB selected requirements for a WQMP basdtencriteria outlined in thigield Office
Technical Guide (FOTG g publication of the United States DepartmerAgriculture's Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS).

Nutrient management must be included if nutrienésagoplied. If an animal feeding operation is iweal
(such as an unpermitted dairy), a WQMP will be piohwith practices that individually or in
combination with other practices will properly mgeaanimal wastes. Waste utilization will be
considered when agricultural wastes are applieds&@ WQMPs also have subcomponents for irrigation
waters, erosion control, and are flexible enougtatier to a wide range of operating systems.

Agricultural and forestry landowners may enter ititese cooperative agreements with their locatidist
to control nonpoint source pollution from their ogons. While the decision to develop a plan is
voluntary, landowners have many reasons to dorsese plans provide for landowners to use best
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management practices in their operations to proeit most precious agricultural resources by
controlling erosion, conserving water, and protegtivater quality. In addition, certified plans bahe
same legal status as Texas Commission on Enviraa@nality (TCEQ) point source pollution permits,
without having to go through that agency’s regulafmrocess. Landowners may also receive financial
incentives to help pay for implementing these plans

It should be noted that an animal feeding operatiatis required by law to operate within the coe$
of a water quality permit issued by the TCEQ malpaoticipate in the TSSWCB program.

Water Quality Management Plans are especially Usafanimal feeding operations. Depending onrthei
size, animal feeding operations may be regulate@iGiyQ as a point source or are unregulated and
eligible for the TSSWCB'’s voluntary program. Gealby, these feeding operations are classified
according to the number of animals they have, taled as “animal units”; however, TECQ has adopted
rules that provide if you have or exceed a cemaimber of animals, you will be regulated. Animal
feeding operations with more than the number ahais listed in TCEQ rules must apply for a permit.
Most animal feeding operations in Texas are ngiElanough to require a permit, which makes this
program critical to protecting Texas’ water quality

In developing the Water Quality Management Plaa,TBSWCB, SWCDs, and the USDA Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) provide teahassistance to help the landowner meet the
criteria of the plan. A plan establishes practi@ed installations on the farm that adhere to best
management practices specific for that area. Hnews installations that a plan calls for dependhe
operation. A farm may include a combination ofptamd, dairy cows, poultry, hogs or cattle.

These plans may also include erosion control measuch as terraces or grass waterways; or they may
address nutrient management to help landownersl awair-fertilizing their land, or over-applying aml
waste. Although a plan will take into consideratemach farm’s uniqgue components, all WQMPs
generally attempt to control erosion, conserve waied protect water quality.

Upon TSSWCB certification of a WQMP, a landownerymagply for a financial incentive that will help
pay for implementing the plan. Local districts Basarying rates for sharing the cost of plan
implementation; however cost-share may not exc&étl wWith a maximum $10,000 grant limit per plan.
Landowners receiving financial incentive have agpmately are now given a specific time period to
implement conservation practices, otherwise, tapplications are cancelled automatically and timel$u
are reallocated to another plan. This approachfhbpevill reduce the amount of lapsed funds.

The TSSWCB allocates money to local districts foafcial incentives based on whether the area has
impaired water bodies as determined by TCEQ, trafTSSWCB had previously designated it as a
priority. Most of these financial incentives wexgpropriated from General Revenue funds. Somesplan
received financial incentives from federal fund&t& appropriations provided to local district$-ivi08
amounted to $2,171,740.00 to carry out a WQMP sbate program in their district.

In addition to certifying WQMPs to ensure that thep abate nonpoint source pollution, the TSSWCB
monitors WQMPs to ensure they are properly implemeknEach year, the TSSWCB conducts status
reviews on a minimum of 10% of the plans. Additioleghnical assistance may be offered to a
landowner when a WQMP is found noncompliant. Inuhkkely case that the landowner does not
achieve compliance with the WQMP, the TSSWCB mapeddy the plan.
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During FY03, the WQMP Program was administered ftbe@TSSWCB office in Temple. The staff
reductions in the FY04 budget made it necessarthioprogram to be reorganized and the Regional
Offices activities are now coordinated through talingen Regional Office. Additionally, plan
certification authority was shifted from the Templeadquarters to each regional office. This chamge
already expediting the certification process amthiogng postage expenditures, while maintaining the
integrity and standards of the program.

The last adjustment involved the complaint procegsch was also administered out of the headquarter
office during FY03. Headquarters office no longas lan individual to do complaint inspections and al
complaints are investigated from the appropriatgiéteal Office.

Current Status

A total of 489 water quality management plans Haeen certified by the State Board through the third
quarter of FY-2011. The yearly goal is 620 plans.

The period for obligating FY-11 cost-share fundswrom September 1, 2010 through April 30, 2011.
All funds not obligated through supplemental regsi@s May, 2011 were transferred to the Statewide
Fund. Additional allocations will be consideredla¢ July, 2011 State Board meeting.

Lapsed cost-share funds have been reduced by 78% last six years. Approximately 7.2% of total
cost-share funds are being lapsed statewide g@résent time. The next lapsed fund report forR¥ed9
funding cycle will be completed in September, 2011.

Poultry Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) Initiative
Background

In 1994, the Texas State Soil and Water Consenv&aard (TSSWCB) began assisting poultry
operations with the establishment of the North@asias Regional Office in Mt. Pleasant. Since 1994,
over $300,000 of WQMP Program funding has beenigeavannually to six soil and water conservation
districts (SWCDs) in Northeast Texas to addressahieeding operations (AFOs). Shelby SWCD
began receiving state cost-share funds in FY 20@5t@e Nacogdoches SWCD began receiving cost-
share funds in FY 2007.

In 1995, the TSSWCB initiated three federal Cleaait&¥ Act, 8319(h) projects to demonstrate
composting as a means for dead bird disposal, stifgs, and proper land application of poultttel.

In 1996, the TSSWCB expanded its efforts by initiga composting and marketing project. This effor
to promote the installation of composters and otheans of mortality management on poultry farms
resulted in accelerated WQMP development.

In 1997, the Texas Legislature passed Senate ®ilD lwhich required all poultry farms to have a TGE
approved method of dead bird disposal. The law &dtect in March 1998. However, the rules weré no
adopted and did not take effect until fall 1998wéas during this time that requests for poultry MWEs
significantly increased due to pursuit of cost-shfar mandated mortality management. This activity
intensified the TSSWCB'’s poultry initiative.

In 1999, in response to water quality concernsthadnitiation of TMDL development in the Big
Cypress/Lake O’ the Pines watershed, the TSSWCRBrbaging federal 8319 funds for cost-share in the
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area in addition to the state Senate Bill 503 sbsire funds already directed to the watershed. The
current implementation process of the TMDL has ghtvat the WQMP program has resulted in reduced
nutrient loadings in the watershed. Due to risingcerns in nearby watersheds, the TSSWCB also
included the Sam Rayburn and Toledo Bend Resewatgrsheds in its initiative in 1999. The TSSWCB
expanded the poultry initiative again in 2001 te Gonzales area.

In 2001, the 77 Legislature passed Senate Bill 1339, which reguatkepoultry facilities in Texas to
operate in accordance with a WQMP certified byTB&WCB. The review and certification process
assures the plan includes appropriate practicesagement measures, and schedules of implementation

This law provided for a staggered-schedule of deaslby which each producer, depending on their
initial date of operation, must have requestedineslopment of a WQMP from their soil and water
conservation district. Any commercial poultry figgiconstructed after January 1, 2002 is requtced
have a WQMP prior to the receipt of any birds. dther commercial poultry facilities were requited
have a WQMP no later than December 31, 2007.

Beginning in 2001, seven soil and water conseraatistrict (SWCD) technicians were employed under
federal Clean Water A§319 contracts to develop WQMPs in poultry produ@angas. Six of those
contracts expired in 2004 and the seventh expiré&D05. An eightl§319 district technician was hired in
2003 with the Shelby SWCD and that contract expimeflugust 2007. Two more positions were hired
by local SWCDs in FY 2007 to help with WQMP devetoggnt for the Sanderson Farms expansion in the
Waco area. Those contracts also expired.

The TSSWCB Nacogdoches Poultry Office was estadaish 2003. In 2005 two additional poultry
Natural Resource Specialist FTE positions were adad&lacogdoches. In October 2007, two technicians
were hired by local Soil and Water Conservationtiiits, with one expiring in August 2008 and the
other in August 2009. Because of expiring consractd difficulty retaining temporary contract SWCD
staff, TSSWCB submitted a 2008-2009 Legislative yppiations Request for 4 additional FTEs to
replace the expiring SWCD technician positionsas®o continue technical assistance for poultry
producers in these areas. The budget requestppasvad by the 80 Texas Legislature and took effect
September 1, 2007. The four positions are locatéide four most heavily poultry populated areathef
state which are Shelby, Nacogdoches, Gonzaled,ema Counties and they also serve the poultry
producers in surrounding counties. Those 4 postare part of the TSSWCB Poultry Program reporting
to the Nacogdoches Poultry Office. Poultry Progsdaifing now consists of (1) Program Supervisby, (
Natural Resource Specialists, (2) SWCD planningriexans, and (1) Administrative Assistant to assis
poultry producers primarily in 29 poultry produciogunties, but are available for other counties as
needed. TSSWCB Regional Office staffs also apsigliry producers in their areas across the state.

Due to changes made by the U.S. Environmental &rotreAgency (EPA) to the federal regulations for
concentrated animal feeding operations (CAFOs)Ttheas Commission on Environmental Quality
(TCEQ) adopted a rule change in 2004 that requdrgditter poultry operations larger than 125,000
broilers or pullets, 82,000 layers or breeder§5000 turkeys to operate under a water qualitynger
However, due to a federal court decision by the. @&Circuit Court of Appeals in February 2005, the
EPA issued a notice that the date by which a peardta Nutrient Management Plan must be obtained
was extended to July 31, 2007 and EPA then fugktanded the date to February 27, 2009. Also in
compliance with the court decision, the EPA reldasgditional proposed rule changes in June 2006.
Under the new rule, farms that do not actually liigsge wastes to waters of the U.S. are not reqtired
apply for permit coverage, thereby eliminating tleed for dry-litter operations to apply. In advaod
EPA'’s final rule, TCEQ made a rule change in Sep&n2006 to allow CAFO size dry-litter poultry
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farms an exemption to permitting if they obtain &ltbw a WQMP certified by TSSWCB. EPA’s final
rule became effective in December 2008. A suppigatiguidance document is available from the
TSSWCB for poultry producers that provides requieats in addition to the WQMP that are necessary to
stay in compliance with the CAFO rules. Meetinggavheld in seven different poultry producing
locations in 2008 to inform poultry producers obsk additional requirements.

In 2009 the 8% Texas Legislature passed Senate Bill 1693 whiohipits TSSWCB from certifying or
re-certifying a WQMP for a farm that is likely tause a nuisance odor for neighbors within %2 of one
mile of the farm unless it obtains an odor conpdah.. It required TSSWCB to develop rules for
determining if a nuisance odor from the facilitylikely. The rules allow the farm the option totain
consent from neighbors in lieu of the odor conflan. The law requires record keeping of litteages by
the poultry farm as well as receivers of poulttieli. It requires owners of new farms to compéeteodor
control prevention course from Texas A&M poultryesce department.

Current Issues

Currently TCEQ is in the process of revising thad8%®CAFO rules to comply with the 2008 final federa
CAFO rule as well as address some issues spezifiexas.

In May 2010, researchers from Texas A&M Universityd Stephen F. Austin State University began a
project to evaluate technologies for controllingidand odor from poultry farms. Electrostatic Rt
lonization and BioCurtains will be installed anchated at a working poultry farm in Central Tekas
determine if these technologies can be effectiialylemented to reduce dust and odors. The prggect
scheduled to be complete by April 2012. This pbie funded by TSSWCB and NRCS.

As of this report, there have been 30 odor comiars submitted to TCEQ for approval, with 27 aid@
having been approved and three currently beingevexd by TCEQ.

Currently, the TSSWCB is aware of 1292 total dtiefi poultry farms, of which 474 (37%) are defirsed
Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations (CAFO). e\mv, there is an ongoing challenge of
identifying new poultry farms continually being atructed and put into production, others goingajut
business, farms changing bird placement numbershadan effect their AFO/CAFO status, and locating
other poultry farms not yet identified.

In FY 2011, staff in the Poultry WQMP Program caongs to develop, update, and review Water Quality
Management Plans for poultry producers and proagsestance with all issues related to the Poultry
WQMP Program. The Program Supervisor, two Natlesource Specialists, and one Administrative
Assistant staff the Nacogdoches Poultry Office efEhare also three Natural Resource Specialisi$ddc

in Center, Centerville, and Gonzales. In additterg technicians continue to work for local Soil &
Water Conservation Districts (SWCD) in Nacogdocdwed Shelby Counties to assist the Poultry WQMP
Program in the Nacogdoches area. Approximately(83%) of the estimated 1292 dry-litter poultry
farms in Texas are located in an eight-county ateeounding Nacogdoches. About 144 (27%) of the
531 farms in the 8-county area are large enougje tdefined as Concentrated Animal Feeding
Operations (CAFO), which require inspections conelddy TSSWCB staff which could result in needed
revisions to their WQMP. In addition, the othersting WQMPs are reviewed regularly for needed
updates and revisions. The office also assisexr @WVCDs in the state with poultry WQMP development
and revision and complaint investigations as needed
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Coastal Coordination Council Function

The Texas Coastal Management Program (CMP) watedréacoordinate state, local, and federal
programs for the management of Texas coastal reseufhe program brings federal Coastal Zone
Management Act (CZMA) funds to Texas to implememjgcts and program activities for a wide variety
of purposes. The Coastal Coordination Council (C&@hinisters the CMP; the TSSWCB is a
statutorily-authorized member of the CCC.

The CCC is charged with adopting uniform goals paolities to guide decision-making by all entities
regulating or managing natural resource use withenTexas coastal area. The CCC reviews significant
actions taken or authorized by state agencies @ndi\gsions of state government that may adversely
affect coastal natural resources to determine stersty with CMP goals and policies. In additiorg th
CCC oversees the CMP Grants Program and the Smsith&ss and Individual Permitting Assistance
Program.

The federal Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amesrais1(CZARA), 86217, requires each State with
an approved CMP to develop a federally approvatiignam to control coastal NPS pollution. The CCC
appointed a Coastal NPS Pollution Control Prograsrkgroup to develop this document. The National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) ahd EPA jointly administer the program at the
federal level. In Texas, the TSSWCB and the TCE(d pbamary responsibility for the program’s
development and implementation.

Section 6217 calls for implementation of managemesdsures (86217(g)) that will control significant
nonpoint sources of pollution to coastal waterg.s®iurce categories are addressed by these measures
agriculture, forestry, urban and developing areemjnas, wetland/riparian areas, and hydromodiboat
States can use voluntary approaches combined witirgy state authorities to achieve implementatbn
management measures. However, if the voluntary areésims are not effective, states must have backup
enforcement authorities in place to ensure thatagament measures are implemented.

Texas submitted the Texas Coastal NPS PollutiorirGloRrogram to EPA and NOAA in December
1998. In July 2003, NOAA and EPA issued conditicaabroval of the Texas Coastal NPS Pollution
Control Program. The agricultural and silvicultupairtions of the program were approved without
conditions. Texas has five years to meet the remgiconditions to gain full approval of the program
The NPS Work Group developed a list of potentidians to address the remaining conditions and
submitted it to NOAA and EPA in July, 2008 for apyal. In May, 2009 EPA and NOAA requested
further information from Texas before lifting therditions on its approval. TCEQ is finalizing atéstto
NOAA and EPA that describes the State’s approactutivessing the remaining conditions.

The TSSWCB is responsible for implementing theadtural and silvicultural management measures of
the program. Mechanisms the TSSWCB uses to abataitigral and silvicultural NPS pollution in the
coastal zone include: the agency’s Water Qualitydgement Plan Program, the CWA 8319(h) NPS
Grant Program, the Total Maximum Daily Load Programd the Watershed Protection Plan Program.

Fifteen SWCDs are located in the Coastal Manage@ame and work with landowners to implement
WQMPs. For over ten years, more than $300,000aite stppropriations has been spent annually in the
coastal zone to provide financial assistance thrdaMdyCDs to implement about 2196 WQMPs on
agricultural land.
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Many of the WPPs and TMDLs that the TSSWCB is erdag are in the coastal zone. WPPs being
developed or implemented in the Coastal Zone ireckidoyo Colorado, Bastrop Bayou, Armand Bayou,
Cedar Bayou, Double Bayou, Dickinson Bayou and Bammard River, Cedar Bayou, and Lower Nueces
River. TMDLs being developed or implemented in @aastal Zone include Adams and Cow Bayous,
Clear Creek, Copano Bay, Aransas and Mission Rickinson Bayou, and Oso Bay and Creek.

Implementation of the silvicultural management nuees in the coastal zone is through a CWA 8319
grant to the Texas Forest Service.

The CCC went through the Sunset Review procesydais Sunset legislation (SB656) passed and was
signed by the Governor. The legislation abolishes@CC and transfers its functions to the Land
Commissioner and the General Land Office. It alaldishes a Coastal Coordination Advisory
Committee to advise the Land Commissioner on nsattdated to the CMP. The Advisory Committee
includes a representative of the TSSWCB desigriage¢tie Chairman of the State Board. The act takes
effect on September 1, 2011. CCC information cafobed athttp://www.glo.texas.gov/GLO/boards-
and-commissions/coastal-coordination-council/indeml.

More information on the Texas Coastal Nonpoint Sewollution Control Program is available at
http://www.tsswcb.state.tx.us/coastalnps

Texas Groundwater Protection Committee Function

Established by the Texas Legislature in 1989, #wea$ Groundwater Protection Committee (TGPC)
bridges the gap between State groundwater progiemsyves coordination between member agencies
and works to protect groundwater as a vital resgute TSSWCB is a statutorily-authorized member of
the TGPC.

The Texas Water Code sets non-degradation of tite'Sgroundwater resources as the goal for ak Sta
programs and asserts that groundwater be keptnablyoree of contaminants that interfere with its
present and potential uses. The TGPC implementSttite's groundwater protection policy which:
+ Requires that pollution discharges, waste dispasdlother regulated activities not harm public
health or impair current or potential groundwatse;u
+ Recognizes the variability between aquifers;
- Acknowledges the importance of water quality;
« Balances the protection of the environment anddahg-term economic health of the state; and,
- Recognizes the use of the best professional judgroérthe responsible state agencies to
implement the policy.

The Texas Water Code requires that the TGPC biltypieepare a report that provides recommendations
to improve groundwater protection for legislativansideration and describes the TGPC'’s activities fo
the preceding biennium. The repdkttivities and Recommendations of the Texas Groatatw

Protection Committee — Report to the 82nd Legistatwas published in January 2011 by TCEQ. Twelve
groundwater protection recommendations are predemtine report requesting legislative consideratio

in three topical areas: 1) strengthen groundwaieservation and water quality protection efforis, 2
advance groundwater management and protectionghrenhanced data collection and availability, and
3) support of groundwater research. Five of thdweveecommendations specifically are targeted to
TSSWCB programs or grant-funded projects.
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Mechanisms the TSSWCB implements in order to preaed abate agricultural and silvicultural NPS
pollution impacting groundwater include the agesdyater Quality Management Plan Program, CWA
8319(h) NPS Grant Program, State General Reven&®iBnt Program, Total Maximum Daily Load
Program, and Watershed Protection Plan Progranselmgrams are described in detail in other
sections of this Report. High priority aquifers w&@ SSWCB has historically committed agency
resources include the Seymour Aquifer and the @lgaRquifer.

More information on the TGPC is availablendip://www.tgpc.state.tx.us/

Watershed Approach to Water Quality Planning and Inplementation

Protecting the State’s rivers, streams, lakes, @y aquifers from the impacts of NPS pollutioa is
complex process. Texas uses a Watershed Approdeobus efforts on the highest priority water qualit
issues of both surface and ground water. The Wragdr8pproach is based on the following principles:

« Geographic focus based on hydrology rather thamigadlboundaries;

- Water quality objectives based on scientific data;

« Coordinated priorities and integrated solutionsl,an

- Diverse, well-integrated partnerships.

The TSSWCB applies the Watershed Approach to magagPS pollution by channeling its efforts to
restore and protect water quality through the dgvelent and implementation of WPPs and TMDLs.
Specific watersheds where agricultural and/or siliural NPS pollution is contributing to a wateradjty
impairment or concern to an extent which TSSWCRBelbek is sufficient to justify expenditure of aggnc
resources are shown on the map Figure 3.Thisflitrimrity” watersheds is frequently updated bth
TSSWCB. Specific information on each watershedusiog waterbody name and segment number,
overall water quality condition, pollutants of cena, specific mechanism (TMDL, I-Plan, WPP, UAA)
being utilized to restore water quality with leageacy indicated, and links to relevant activities
associated with restoration of the waterbody, &lable athttp://www.tsswcb.state.tx.us/watersheds

Information Technology

Disk Encryption to Further Safeguard Data
As part of its ongoing efforts to protect sensitilaga on it's network servers and PCs, TSSWCB staff
have begun to utilize full disk encryption on IgpteCs identified as potentially containing sensitilata.

Though not currently required by the State of Tawado so, agency management felt this step was a
worthwhile investment in its efforts to secure gmgentially sensitive data of its employees and
stakeholders.

Windows 7 Integration

Agency staff continued to work through the procafsstegrating the Windows 7 operating system from
Microsoft with agency network services and critidakktop applications. Most significant challenges
related to network services have been resolvedtendperating system has been successfully deployed
for some employees.

The primary challenge that remains is in best sttpgpcomplex engineering applications that wilt no
run natively on the new system. IT staff continteeaddress the remaining issues with staff andveoé
vendors.
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The TSSWCB made the decision, along with many argdions, not to run Microsoft's previous
operating system, Vista, on its PCs and insteagldoat stay with the venerable Windows XP operating
system.

With the challenges, though, IT staff recognizes iWindows 7 will bring some welcome modernization
that will include features and security improvensaiiat should benefit agency users and the services
they provide.

Due to budget limitations, Windows 7 is currentlgqmed for deployment only with new PC systems that
are replacing end-of-life deployments or systenas #ne replaced due to significant hardware faglure

PC Hardware Upgrades

The first half of 2011 also saw a continuationhad tvork to replace the oldest and most problematic
agency desktop PCs with more capable and reliabts. 0'his work was part of a continuous process th
aims to lessen the risk of unacceptable levelwfmdime that could occur following PC hardware
failures.

Each of the machines replaced was at or, in mastsgaignificantly beyond the PC life cycle
recommendations from the Texas Department of Inftion Resources (DIR). All purchases were made
in accordance with DIR guidelines through a DIR+appd vendor.

Public Information/Education Report
Background

The purpose of the public information/educationgpam is to provide leadership and coordination of
information/education programs relating to the ayeamd district programs, services, operations and
resources. The TSSWCB prepares and disseminatées piibrmation relative to the agency and district
functions, programs, events and accomplishmenthépublic and to farmers and ranchers. TSSWCB
staff coordinates seminars, conferences, workslibgglays at trade shows and training for district
directors and district bookkeepers, conservatiafgssionals, youth groups and other entities. Staff
provides guidance to districts with their own indival information/education programs as well as
regional and state information/education programtgated by districts. Staff prepares and dissetema
press releases, news stories and printed prombpooducts. The TSSWCB monitors the use of the
publications and use of information. Staff représe¢hne agency as needed with various
information/education groups and entities. The T&BMas a cooperative agreement with the
Association of Texas Soil and Water Conservatiostridits to provide assistance and help coordinate
district involvement and participation with Assdaa’s Information/Education Committee and its
programs.

District Program Development Workshop

A district program development workshop was heltuday 25-26 and June 28-29, 2011 to provide
training specifically for newly elected soil andteaconservation district directors, although adkict
directors and district employees are encouragedtémd the training. In addition, a cooperativieref
with the USDA Natural Resources Conservation Serpermits a limited number of new NRCS district
conservationists to attend the training.
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Key topics addressed in the training include:
» the history, powers and duties of the Texas StatieaBd Water Conservation Board (TSSWCB),
» the interaction but different authorities of thedbsoil and water conservation district (SWCD),
Texas State Soil and Water Conservation Boardilamtlatural Resources Conservation Service,
» the qualifications, terms and duties of SWCD dwext
» the general powers and duties of SWCDS
» the proper method of conducting a local SWCD meetin
* an overview of current Texas State Soil and Waterservation Board program responsibilities
» ethics training for SWCD directors
* equal employment opportunity training for SWCD dtes
» fiscal operations and responsibilities of SWCDS
* the working relationships between other state aimnal conservation organizations.

2010 Summer Teacher Workshops

Several teacher workshops are held each summariltansl water conservation districts in cooperation
with the TSSWCB on conservation and natural resoigsues. The Texas Environmental Education
Advisory Committee to the Texas Education Agengyrapes the content of these workshops, sponsored
by the TSSWCB. As an approved Environmental Edana@rofessional Development Provider, teachers
are able to get 16 credit hours toward their regigontinuing education units (CEUS) for receréfion
while experiencing nature and the outdoors.

Pedernales SWCD hosted a Teachers Workshop neasalolity, Texas at the Franklin Family Ranch
June 7-9m 2011. Topics covered were soils, themggtcle, plants in the Texas Hill Country, prelsed
burning, and wildlife biology.

2011 Texas Conservation Awards Program

Each year, the TSSWCB and the Association of T&allsand Water Conservation Districts co-sponsor
the Texas Conservation Awards Program to recogmaehonor those who dedicate themselves and thei
talents to the conservation and wise use of rabénatural resources. The 2011 Awards Program
marks the™"year of this joint program.

Local districts select their outstanding individsiak winners and submit them by mid-February eaah y
for regional judging. Those selected as regionahets are honored each May at regional Awards
Banquets. From these regional winners, a stateewiisrselected for the Outstanding Conservation
Districts, Outstanding Conservation Teacher, PdStartest, and the Essay Contest. These individuals
invited to the Annual State Meeting for recognition

The conservation awards program provides competéral incentives to expand and improve
conservation efforts, resource development, anegase the wise utilization of renewable natural
resources. As a result, soil and water conservaligtnicts, and both rural and urban citizens ofdsare
benefited.

Soil and water conservation districts may enteir floeal recognition honorees in any of 10 categ®ri
(East Texas has an additional category of For€xtryservationist), depending on appropriatenedseto t
category description. For the youth of the disttiicere is also a poster and essay contest. Thgarats
and a brief description of each are:
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Outstanding Conservation District

Awarded to the winning soil and water conservati@trict in each area for the most outstanding oy
during the past fiscal year.

Resident Conservation Rancher

Awarded to the outstanding resident conservatiaohar in each area. They must be a resident of the
district, perform ranching activities within thesttict and be a cooperator with the district frofmai the
entry was submitted. The rancher may have othgnbss or professional interests.

Resident Conservation Farmer

Awarded to the outstanding resident conservatioméain each area. They must be a resident of the
district, perform farming activities within the tligt, and be a cooperator with the district frothieh the
entry was submitted. The farmer may have otheinbas or professional interests.

Absentee Conservation Farmer/Rancher

Awarded to the outstanding absentee conservatramefaor rancher in each area. They must reside
outside the district, but operate farming or ranghactivities within the district and be a cooperatith
the district from which the entry was submittecheTperson may have other business or professional
interests.

Water Quality Management Plan

Awarded to the outstanding Water Quality Manageniauh recipient in each area. They must be a
district cooperator who has a district approved &vV&uality Management Plan and has incorporated
water quality into their farming or ranching acties and soil and water conservation work.

Essay Contest —Two Categories (13 and under artd 18 years of age)

Essays (topic: “Why Soil and Water Conservatiolmportant to My Future”) are to be submitted todbc
SWCDs for local judging. Each local district wilidge the entries and submit three essays to the
TSSWCB for competition on the area level. Plaguidisbe awarded to s, 2'® and & place winners on
the area level and state winners will be seleatmah the area winners. This contest is open toestisd in
two categories, one for those ages 13 and underthaother category for those ages 14 to 18 ywdars
age and does not jeopardize Texas University Icheiastic League eligibility.

Poster Contest

Posters should address one of the following sutijettorests for People—More Than You Can
Imagine” or “Conservation Habits = Healthy Habitat®osters shall be submitted to local SWCDs for
local judging. Each local district will judge thataes and submit three posters to the TSSWCB for
competition on the area level. Plaques will beraed to the ¥, 2" and & place winners on the area
level and state winners will be selected from ttemavinners. This contest is open to studentyeaPs
and under, and does not jeopardize Texas Univdrdiyscholastic League eligibility.
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Business/Professional Individual

Awarded to the outstanding man or woman in ther®ss community who has rendered the most
unselfish conservation service in each area. Reptatives of the news media (radio, television,
newspaper, magazines, etc) who contribute to angecsupport for conservation shall also be consile
eligible for this award. (This award is not fodimidual conservation practices or individuals who,
because of employment, assist with or augment tiré& wof the soil and water conservation district.)

Conservation Teacher

Awarded to the outstanding teacher of conservati@thools in each area. Teachers of all gradedev
are eligible for this award.

Wildlife Conservationist

Awarded to the outstanding wildlife conservatiomseach area. They must be a district coopexahar
has incorporated wildlife conservation into theirrhing and ranching activities.

Conservation Homemaker

Awarded to the outstanding conservation homemakeach area. The homemaker and or family must
own or operate a farm or ranch, be a district ccatpe and have knowledge of the conservation progra
being implemented.

Conservation District Employee

Awarded to the outstanding soil and water consematistrict employee who exhibits a degree of
knowledge, skill, ability, and leadership that clgaesults in superior job performance far abdwe t
basic requirements of the position.

Forestry Conservationist (Area IV only)

Awarded to the outstanding forestry conservatidioisthe most outstanding farm forestry conservatio
program in the commercial forest areas of TexaseylImust be a district cooperator or an individuad
has implemented conservation practices on thed éand has done missionary work for conservation and
the district program.

Soil & Water Stewardship Public Speaking Contest

The Soil & Water Stewardship Public Speaking Cdntespen to high school FFA students interested in
soil, water and related renewable natural resocwoservation. The contest is aimed at broadening
students' interest and knowledge of conservatianhanv individuals must depend on and take carbaef t
world around them for survival. The contest is cdoated through the Texas FFA, with contests at the
local, area and state level. Local winners competke 10 state FFA areas and the first and septau
winners at the area level compete for the stdee fihe theme of the 2011 contest is “Forests for
People—More than You Can Imagine”.
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To prepare for the contest, students were to comsti their Agriculture Science teacher and woiikhw
their local soil and water conservation distridudnts are encouraged to visit with their local@Wo
find out more about conservation practices in thesa.

This project is a partnership between the Texas, Hi@dVocational Agriculture Teacher's Associatdn
Texas, The Texas State Soil and Water ConservBiand, and the Association of Texas Soil and Water
Conservation Districts. The State Winner of thd 8od Water Stewardship Public Speaking Contest is
invited to attend the Annual State Meeting eachr ged asked to deliver their winning address.

Wildlife Alliance for Youth

The Wildlife Alliance for Youth (WAY) contests off@pportunities at the local district level for 4and
FFA students to demonstrate their knowledge obtitdoors on wildlife habitat and management,
wildlife laws, sportsmanship and other factual miation on wildlife. The program offers awardslie t
high scoring FFA chapter in each of the five stagons and awards to the first, second and tHadep
high scoring teams at the state event. It is a poivi®ol for students to become involved in consion
and obtain an appreciation for wildlife.

Agriculture Science students, who compete in theYWJontest, first acquire the foundational knowledge
and skills for this event through the Agscience 38\ildlife and Recreation Curriculum. The WAY
contests address the following nine subject are&¥iidlife and Recreation Management: Wildlife Rlan
Identification; Wildlife Plant Preferences; WilddiBiological Facts; Wildlife Habitat; Habitat
Management; Game Laws; Hunter and Boater Safetyygass and Pacing; and Identification
Techniques. FFA and 4-H youth should have an utaetetsg of these subject areas before they competq.

The WAY contests are held in the five Texas Staié&hd Water Conservation Board areas. Area IV
(East Texas) holds their contest in the fall. Ave@orth Central), Area | (Panhandle), Area Il (Wes
Texas) and Area lll (South Texas) all hold theintests in the spring. Each team is certified eodflea
level by their local SWCD. The WAY State Contesheld each year in one of the geographical areas o
the state. Approximately 2,000 youth participait¢hie regional contests and statewide contest
competition.

The Texas State Soil and Water Conservation Basciation of Texas Soil and Water Conservation
Districts, USDA- Natural Resources Conservatiorviser Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, Texas
A&M University, Cooperative Extension service, ahd Texas Education Agency, along with local soil
and water conservation districts (SWCD), all paringhe success of the youth organization.

State Woodland Clinic and Contest

The Texas State Woodland Clinic and Contest is &efially in the month of April. It is a joint eft
between local soil and water conservation distri8tephen F. Austin University School of Foresing a
the NRCS-USDA.

The contest is an opportunity for 4-H and FFA yadigtillemonstrate their expertise in different aspett
forestry management and skills in identificatiometded practices and management techniques.
Competition is between teams composed of four mesniepresenting either a 4-H Club or a FFA
Chapter. Prior to the state contest several las#dicts conduct contests for 4-H Clubs and FFA [itaes
within their district and the surrounding area.
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The contest began in the late 1950s and was gutiay local SWCDs and timber industry personnel to
develop forestry and woodland curriculum in schaolhe commercial timber area of the state (East
Texas Piney Woods). The clinic and contest haperenced widespread popularity and now has
participation from outside of the commercial timlbeea on a regular basis. The state participatiosl |

for teams averages around 55 teams per year, lnathidst majority of teams being composed of FFA
Chapters. Winners at the state level are eligibjgarticipate in the four states regional woodlaadtest
held each May in one of four states. Texas, Lan&j Arkansas and Oklahoma host the regional dontes
on a rotational basis.

Regional Woodland Contest

The four states regional woodland contest is spealsiy soil and water conservation districts inheaic

the four states with program and technical suppavtided by USDA-NRCS and Resource Conservation
and Development (RC&D), state organizations andstrny personnel. The soil and water conservation
districts in Texas hosted the first four statesarthern regional woodland contest in 1984.

Each state is allowed to send a maximum of six se@anthe regional contest. Each state has a
competition that determines the six teams from skete that may enter in the regional contest. &hos
teams may be composed of individuals representthgrea 4-H Club or an FFA Chapter.

Conservation Education Video Library

The Association of Texas Soil and Water Consermdiistricts has established and updated a
conservation related video library that is maingdilmy TSSWCB staff on their behalf for the benefit
local districts and educators. Currently, therer &3 conservation-related videos in the libraat hre
available to districts and teachers. The AssoaiatioTexas Soil and Water Conservation Districtgle
Information/Education Committee pays the first siapostage costs to mail the video(s) to the rstgue
Postage for returning will be the responsibilitytleé borrower and all videos must be insured upon
return. Borrowing privileges are for a length obtweeks and must be returned upon date specified by
the librarian. Videos can be ordered through Iscdland water conservation districts or by contagt

the TSSWCB. From December to July, there have B8andeos and 1 DVD of various titles loaned out
to districts and teachers across the state.

Nonpoint Source (NPS) Pollution Watershed Flow Mode

The NPS model is a hands-on representation ofdstape that allows students to understand how water
sources can become polluted from nonpoint souildes plastic landscape structure has industrial,
undeveloped, agricultural, and residential and wegdfeatures complete with individual houses, trees
cars, tractors and cows. When "rain" falls on tleelat, the runoff flows into a city lake. Using vauis
products to add color to the water, the model destrates how potential pollutants are picked upuy r

off.

The model is a layout of a watershed that includkethe factors that may contribute to polluting ou
water. (Urban features such as: factories, parkitsy construction sites, lawn chemicals and goifrses
and rural features such as: forested land, dafeeslots, cropland and pastureland). To demorestraiv
each type of potential pollutant can enter a wiately Kool-Aid and cocoa are used to color “runoff”.
Grape Kool-Aid is used to represent pollution frtantories and oil from parking lots and roads. @en
Kool-aid represents pollution from lawn chemicagslf courses, and cropland and pastureland chesical
Cocoa is used to represent pollution from conswodites, forested land, dairies and feedlotse Th
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Kool-aid and Cocoa are sprinkled on the model endteas that represent each type of pollutant.e@tc
the pollutants are sprinkled on the model a spaifebwith water is use to represent rainfall. tAs
pollutants get wet and start to runoff the studeats see how the water carries them to the straachs
into the lake where we get our drinking water. ©alt the pollutants have run into the lake thelstus
can see how these factors have the potential t@ malface waters unattractive and unsafe. This
demonstration leads to a discussion about howdtegtr the water quality and prevent our water from
looking like the model.

Invasive Species

The 8f' Legislature created the Texas Invasive Speciesdiwiing Committee consisting of
representatives of: the Department of Agricultaine; Parks and Wildlife Department; the State Smil a
Water Conservation Board; the Texas AgriLife ExiensService;the Texas Forest Service; and the Texa
Water Development Board.

The Invasive Species Coordinating Committee is aditnatively attached to the State Soil and Water
Conservation Board and is charged with serving @galyst for cooperation between state agencidsein
area of invasive species control and to faciligggeernmental efforts, including efforts of local
governments and special districts, to prevent aadage invasive species. The coordinating committee
was specifically tasked with securing non-statedfufor invasive species control. The member agencie
of the coordinating committee held their first angational meeting in November 2009. Since thaetim
the committee has failed to secure non-state funfdinthe control of invasive species due to thermlo
turned economy.

Water Supply Enhancement Program Status Report

Background

The 8F' Legislature continued funding for the Water Sugphhancement Program by providing
$4,503,641.00 in General Revenue Funds in FY11sd hinds were directed to be used for continuation
of brush control projects designated by the Sall Arater Conservation Board. Since the beginning of
the Water Supply Enhancement program in 1999 thasebeen over 741,000 acres of brush treated in
various watersheds throughout the State.

Provided the following SWCD with Water Supply Enbament Program Updates, Water Supply
Enhancement Program Certification, and /or Cordract

Area 2 Districts

Middle Concho SWCD Eldorado-Divide SWCD
Tom Green County SWCD Pedernales SWCD
Gillespie County SWCD Kerr County SWCD
Kendall SWCD Bandera County SWCD
Area 3
McMullen County SWCD LaSalle County SWCD
Caldwell/ Travis SWCD Comal/Guadalupe SWCD
Webb County SWCD Frio SWCD
TEXAS STATE SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION BOARD 35

JuLy 1,2011- SEMIANNUAL REPORT

JJ




Area 5

Archer County SWCD Bosque SWCD
Lower Clear Fork/Brazos SWCD  Little WichB&VCD
Pecan Bayou SWCD

Changes in the Water Supply Enhancement Program

As per SB 1808-

The purpose of the water supply enhancement programincrease available surface water and
groundwater through:

(1) Selective control, removal, or reduction okiows brush species that are detrimental to water
conservation and

(2) Revegetation of land on which noxious brusé ibeen controlled, removed, or reduced.

The TSSWCB shall establish goals for the Water Supp Enhancement Program that must include:

» A goal describing the intended use of a water supphanced or conserved by the program, such
as agricultural purposes or drinking water purposes
» A goal describing the populations that the wat@psgenhancement program will target

The TSSWCB shall adopt rules establishing

» Criteria for accepting project proposals

» System to prioritize projects for each funding eydiving priority to projects that balance the
most critical water conservation need and the hlgpejected water yield

» The criteria required by Subsection (a) must ineladequirement that each proposal state the
projected water yield of the proposed project, aslehed by a person with expertise in hydrology,
water resources, or another technical area petttnghe evaluation of water supply. The board
shall consult with stakeholders, including hydrostgiand representatives from soil and water
conservation districts, to develop by rule standaathods of reporting the projected water yield
under Subsection (b).

In prioritizing projects under Subsection (a) (2):

* The need for conservation of water resources witherterritory of the project, based on the state
water plan adopted under Section 16.051, Water Code

* Projected water yield of areas of the project basedolil, slope, land use, types and distribution
of trees, brush, and other vegetative matter, aoximity of trees, brush, and other vegetative
matter to rivers, streams, and channels

* Any method the project may use to control brush;

» Cost-sharing contract rates within the territoryted project

* The location and size of the project;

* The budget of the project and any associated

* Requests for grant funds submitted under this title

* The implementation schedule of the project; and

* The administrative capacities of the board and the

» Entity that will manage the project.
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Feasibility Studies

* The board shall establish a process for providingersons submitting project proposals
assistance in locating a person with expertisg/drdiogy, water resources, or another technical
area pertinent to the evaluation of water supplyaioduct a feasibility study for a project using a
water yield model as described by Section 203.053(b

» The board may dedicate a portion of its funds éastbility studies

» To receive funding for a feasibility study a persounst submit to the board an application for
funding that includes a statement of the projentggated impact on water resources

Water Supply Enhancement Plans

* Plans must include a ten year plan

Provision for follow-up treatment

Requiring landowners to maintain brush canopieeubébo for a period of ten years
Periodic Status reviews throughout the ten yeaoger

No other state funds may be cost shared to maibtash canopy

Currently the Water Supply Enhancement Prograndnsiistrating 13 projects throughout the State.
Listed below are the projects in their respectineaa and the projects contact person:

* Twin Buttes- Tuffy Wood

» Pedernales Project- Melissa Grote

* Guadalupe River Project- Melissa Grote

» Edwards Aquifer Project (Bandera County)-Melissatér
* Fort Phantom Hill- Cody York

* Nueces River Project- Adrian Perez

* Frio River Watershed — Adrian Perez

» Lower Guadalupe River — Tuffy Wood

» Carrizo-Wilcox Aquifer- Tuffy Wood

» Palo Pinto- Cody York

* Bosque Project- Cody York

» Little Wichita River (Archer and Clay Counties)- @oYork
» Lake Brownwood Project- Cody York

Staff Activities

» Evaluate all current projects

» Assisted landowners in Twin Buttes, Pedernalesa®8ayou, Lake Arrowhead, Lake Kickapoo,
Bosque, Guadalupe River and Edwards Aquifer witlisBrcontracts and certifications

» Assist Texas Sunset Advisory Commission on WatdéraBnement Program

» Assisted UCRA with the Twin Buttes lake basin pcoje

* Held Work Group meetings in Pedernales, GuadaBpsgue, Wichita River, Carrizo-Wilcox,
Lake Brownwood, Edwards Aquifand Lower Guadalupe

* Discussed project application with Tom Green SWEprado Divide SWCD, and Middle
Concho SWCD, Pedernales SWCD, Gillespie SWCD, Kik&¥&CD, Comal- Guadalupe
SWCD, Bandera SWCD, Kerr SWCD.
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* Partnered with USGS and UGRA on model for Guadalupe

* Met with San Antonio River Authority to discuss pide modeling of Lower Guadalupe river
* Begin implementing SB1808

Water Savings from Brush Control

Water yield expectations originate from brush colnfigasibility studies and academic research from a
variety of sources.

State Cost-Share Grants 2000 — 2010------------ —$33,771,142
Landowner Contributions 2000 — 2010----------- +n Excess of $14,000,000
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Table 2 Total Water Savings

Gallons/Year

State Cost Per Based on Total Water Yield for
Watershed Project Treated Acre Treated Acres Gallons/Acre/Year Treated Acres Life of the Project!
Lake Ballinger completed $45.00 7,799.70 55,354 31,444,593.80 4,317,445,938
Oak Creek Lake completed $47.00 16,224 47,225 ,1786400.00 7,661,784,000
Lake Champion completed $43.00 14,993.50 31,535 72,820,022.50 4,728,200,225
Mountain Creek completed $49.00 1,440 46,389 #51850.00 668,001,600
Greenbelt Reservoir completed $87.50 571 977,553 558,182,763.00 2,232,731,052
Hubbard Creek completed $ 58.75 506 977,553 4948a8.00 1,978,567,272
Pecos/Upper Colorado completed $70.78 10,580.17 1,450,037 15,341,564,935.43 61,366,259,742
North Concho River completed $45.50 327,000 206 8,524,262,160.00 85,242,621,600
Lake Brownwood $146.34 1004.8 95,696.25 96,155,59 961,555,920
Bosque River $162.50 752 26,068.08 19,603,196.16 196,031,961.6
Wichita River $20.92 24,273.8 162,035 3,933,288, 39,332,051,830
Nueces River $27.65 10,167.52 73,056 742,7981241 7,427,983,411.2
Frio River $24.22 7,111 73,056 519,501,216 5085,160
Canadian River completed $92.49 16,850 817,651 ,77¥3419,350.00 55,109,677,400
Pedernales River $72.00 70,760 217,790 15,400468 154,108,204,000
Upper Guadalupe $123.71 2,539.75 217,790 553,535 5,531,321,525
Edwards Aquifer $155.75 896 217,790 195,139,840 1,951,398,400
Twin Buttes $68.03 226,844.2 25,028 5,677,456/63 56,774,566,376
Fort Phantom Hill Reservoir $0.00 0 0 0 0
Palo Pinto Reservoir $0.00 0 0 0 0
Carrizo- Wilcox Aquifer $262.47 102.9
0.C. Fisher Reservoir $104.98 1300 26,068.08 B354 338,885,040
Lower Guadalupe $101.50 197 217,790 42,904,630 429,046,300

TOTAL

739,561.39 ac.

67,581,426,769.11
67.5 Billion Gallons

494,783,414,413
494 Billion Gallons

"The total water yield is based on the watershefepi®having a lifespan of 4 or 10 years dependmthe type of brush treated.
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Attachments
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